evidence available suggests more detriment than deterrence.
A total of 10 studies emerged from the Abstracts as being somewhat relevant.5 Of these, only one (Teevan 1977) provides support for the specific deterrent effects of punishment, in this case for acts of theft and of breaking and entering. Another (Alcorn 1978) found no effects on self-report delinquency of perceived certainty and severity of punishment; delinquent peers and values emerged as more directly related.
The remaining eight studies dealt primarily with labeling effects. They are germane here because the labeling effect has been seen as the other side of the deterrence coin; i.e. labeling theory predicts an increase in, rather than deterrence of, criminality as a result of sanctions. Support for the basic labeling proposition would disconfirm a proposed link between early sanctions and deterrence.
Two of the labeling-relevant studies (Hepburn 1973, Kraus 1973) failed to support the labeling proposition. Six others, however, did support the proposition, although a fair summary might be that the labeling effect has been demonstrated to exist but not to be particularly strong. Confirming the hypothesis requires lesser differences than does determining practical significance.
Meade (1974) and Farrington (1977) demonstrated a labeling effect on recidivism. Ageton (1975) and Siegel (1975) demonstrated an effect on cognitive variables such as delinquent orientation and self-image. Klein (1974), in the only macrolevel analysis undertaken to date (and therefore the only one more directly pertinent to issues of general deterrence), found a relationship between municipal police practices and recidivism: the more severe the sanctioning practices, the greater the recidivism levels in that department's city. Finally, Wolfgang et al. (1972, p. 252) conclude about the Philadelphia cohort data that, even beyond the effects attributable to selection biases, "we must conclude that the juvenile justice system, at its best, has no effect on the subsequent behavior of adolescent boys and, at its worst, has a deleterious effect on future behavior."
If the bulk of this admittedly not overwhelming evidence speaks against
5The reader will recognize that this summary of the 10 studies (and omission of many others) is subject to the quality of the abstracts. A less time-restricted review should entail a return to the original reports.ctim, or witness) that mayh persons available for inductiongencies to "have chargeed personons of parole? Moreover, if the prospect of release renders the confined individual incompetent as a matter of law to elect psychosurgery, why is the prisoner not also rendered incompetent to elect a variety of prison programs that are likely to result in his earlier release?
